
  
 

 

WARREN ZONING BOARD OF REVIEW 

 

Regular Meeting Minutes 

 

March 16, 2016 

   

The regular meeting of the Warren Zoning Board was called to order at 7:00pm by Chairman S. Calenda.   

Also present was A. Harrington, A. Ellis, W. B. Holby and 1
st
 Alternate M. Emmencker.  Vice Chairman P. 

Attemann was absent. 

 

 

Approval of Minutes: February 24, 2016 meeting 

Motion by A. Harrington seconded by M. Emmencker; the above minutes are accepted.  Motion is 

unanimous 

 

Old Business:  None 

 

New Business: 

1.  Application #16-3; Miller-Abbott House LLC, owner and applicant; 33 Miller St; plat map 2, lot 103; 

request for a Special Use Permit under sections 32-47, 32-77, 32-79 & 32-30 of the Warren Zoning 

Ordinance to allow conversion of a two family dwelling to a multi family residence in an R6 zoning 

district. 

 

Mr. Ellis asks since the applicant owns two adjoining lots, Plat map 2 Lot 103 the lot on the application and 

Plat Map 2 Lot 150 which is the rear portion, do they have to include both lots in the application and 

advertisement? Also, they do not meet the front-yard set-back, do they need to apply for dimensional 

relief? 

 

Solicitor Skwirz responded if the whole property is being used as one use then the application and 

advertisement should have included both lots. As for the dimensional relief, as long as they keep the 

structure that is there and does not alter it or abandon it they do not need dimensional relief. 

 

After much discussion Attorney William Dennis, 576 Metacom Ave., Bristol, RI, representing the 

applicant Miller-Abbott House LLC states the adjacent lot owned by this same company is no way 

involved in this zoning petition.  The lot that is before you tonight is a sufficient size and dimension where 

no adjacent properties would be needed for any purpose.  Regarding the front yard set-backs, he states that 

it’s non-conforming whether it’s a single or multi-family.  There are no alterations being made to the 

exterior of the building, just a few interior alterations. 

 

Attorney Dennis begins the presentation for the special use permit under sections 32-47, 32-77, 32-79 & 

32-30 of the Warren Zoning Ordinance to allow conversion of a two family dwelling to a five family 

residence in a R6 zoning district.  The plan is for four one bedroom units and one two bedroom unit.  

Present here are two principals of this company, Mr. Thomas Principe and Mr. Edward Cox.  First standard 

for a special use permit is that the use is compatible with neighboring land uses, Attorney Dennis presents 

Exhibit 1 – Table of Properties, Sample Neighboring Properties within the 200’ Radius.  Mr. Principe 

points out that they exceed any of the neighboring properties with square footage per unit and smaller 

occupancy then any on the list.  Mr. Calenda asked if the dwelling on the list have off street parking.  Mr. 

Principe states they are mixed but the application tonight provides off street parking.  The second standard 

is the use a nuisance or hazard to the neighborhood, the applicant will provide off street parking.  The 

applicant met with John Massed, Director of Public Works, regarding the curb cuts, he approved the plan.  



Mr. Principe states each parking space will met the dimensional requirements in the zoning ordinance.  The 

house has public sewer and water.  The third standard is that the use has to be compatible with the 

Comprehensive Community Plan, Attorney Dennis presents Exhibit 2 – Land use map, Exhibit 3 – Future 

Land Use Plan, and Exhibit 4 – Land Use Goals, Policies and Action from the Comprehensive Community 

Plan, they are compatible with the Comprehensive Community Plan.  They will not be applying for Tax 

Credit.  The fourth standard states that the public convenience and welfare will be served.  Mr. Principe 

states the proposed use is to create five market-rate apartments from a two apartment dwelling.  The 

property is located near the waterfront and within walking distance of downtown.  They preserved a 

building that sat in deterioration for years.  This application does not maximize the density of a lot of this 

size and they are not seeking to maximize it.  

 

Mr. Harrington would like some background on Mr. Principe and Mr. Cox.  Mr. Principe states they both 

have been in business for over thirty years, they own several apartment buildings here in town.  

 

Mr. Ellis asks why the rear set-backs are not illustrated in the site plan, for where the dumpster and parking 

lot are located.  Mr. Principe states the eastern side yard is 55 feet, which is the minimum, to the west is 61 

feet, the required side yard set-backs is 15 ft., rear yard 30 ft. and front yard is 0.  The coverage required is 

25 % or less, they are at 12%. 

 

Mr. Ellis asked if he would be willing to replace the fence where the parking lot is with a historical 

appropriate fence.  Mr. Principe response was he would think about it. 

 

Much discussion regarding the dumpster, when it will be picked up, if it would be enclosed, Mr. Principe 

stated he will make it presentable and it will be picked up weekly between 8am – 12pm. 

 

Applicant portion is closed.  Public comment begins. 

 

Many neighbors voiced their concerns, they felt that an owner occupancy building would be better for the 

town, too many rental properties in that area and renters do not care about the grounds of the property.  

Many stated that the building lost historic value with the replacement of vinyl windows.  The owners did 

not shovel the sidewalk surrounding the property.  The taxes would go up because of the school system.  

 

Keri Cronin, 90 Union St., submitted Exhibit A – Miller Abbot House 1789, which gave history on the 

property. 

 

Jason Rainone, 21 Miller St., was concerned about the parking situation; parking is a big issue in that 

neighborhood.  He was concern about the visual nuisance the dumpster would have.  That if this passed it 

would add to the traffic on that corner.  He stated the lighting in the parking lot would be a nuisance to him 

and his family.  Also, the car lights from the parking area would shine in his house. 

 

Steven Thompson, 51 Broad St., stated he had to call the police on the contractors, they were working late 

at night and without a Building Permit. 

 

Public comment has closed.   

 

Attorney Dennis makes his closing remarks.  Neither of his clients testified that they were historic 

preservation experts nor did they say they made historic restorations.  He points out that Warren has a 

voluntary Historic District and in the Town Code it states if you wish to demolish a building or alter the 

historic integrity of the exterior of the building the Building Official with the Planner would refer you to 

the Voluntary Historic District Committee.  Regarding the work at night and without a building permit, 



they hired a bad contractor who they dismissed quickly, and the present and past Building Official told 

them they did not need a building permit.  They are here for a special use permit from the Zoning 

Ordinance and have met each standard.  This proposed use is compatible with this neighborhood there are 

numerous properties with much less land with no off street parking within the 200’ radius. 

 

Mr. Principe states that there are a handful of owner occupied houses in the area that could use some 

serious work.  He did his homework before he purchased the property, if he had to restore the windows he 

wouldn’t have purchased it, he knows replacing the windows cost a lot.  He also states that he will follow 

the Zoning Ordinance in regards to the parking area. 

 

Mr. Calenda closes the applicant portion, bringing it back to the board. 

 

Mr. Harrington states that the applicant has given evidence for the four standards and the public has given 

evidence to some of the standards.  The applicant states they are compatible with the neighboring land use, 

that it is consistant with the neighboring land use and the neighbors feel that it is not compatible it is over 

burdening an already burdened neighborhood. 

 

Mr. Emmenecker makes a motion to approve application #16-3; Miller-Abbott House LLC, owner and 

applicant; 33 Miller St; plat map 2, lot 103; request for a Special Use Permit under sections 32-47, 32-77, 

32-79 & 32-30 of the Warren Zoning Ordinance to allow conversion of a two family dwelling to a multi 

family residence in an R6 zoning district. 

 

Mr. Ellis puts the following conditions on the motion:  the existing chain link fence that is going to be 

disturbed by the creation of the new parking area be replaced in its entirety with a new fence that is 

compatible with the historic character of the property and they should seek an advisory opinion from the 

Voluntary Historic District Committee on the appropriate fencing materials, secondly, the dumpster should 

be fully screened from view including appropriate fencing in addition to planting so the dumpster is not 

visible from any point on the sidewalk or any point of the neighboring properties.  Third that the storm 

water management of the parking area be fully in conformance with the building regulations that are 

administered by the Building Official.  Fourth that the servicing of the dumpster be limited to 

approximately 8 am – 4 pm.  Fifth all building and fire codes that are applicable to the property be 

thoroughly adhere to with the development of this property. Next that all Town and Zoning ordinances be 

followed including specifically the requirement that the property owner remove snow from all sidewalks 

abutting the property. Next if illumination is being provided in the parking area that the lighting be 

compatible with the standards indicated in the Warren Zoning Ordinance and finally that the development 

of the parking area be provided with the type of planting islands and landscaping that are in conformance 

with the Warren Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Calenda adds to the parking plan that any off lights shined by 

vehicles if it was pointing in the direction of another residence that any and all necessary planting do the 

very best to curb that to the best ability of the applicant. 

 

Mr. Calenda states the finding of facts as far as it being compatible with the neighboring land use the 

applicant has showed with his exhibits that there are several residence already in the neighborhood that are 

at the same amount or exceed the amount that the applicant is looking for in his application of five units it 

would be compatible with the neighboring land use.  Finding of fact for whether or not it would create a 

nuisance or hazard to the neighborhood much testimony has been brought up on sidewalk care and 

maintenance the applicant has brought up that in the future that the sidewalk care and maintenance will be 

done with the very best of his ability and according to the Town Ordinance in specific to the snow removal 

he would not be creating a nuisance or hazard to the neighborhood.  In regards to being compatible with the  

Comprehensive Plan the applicant has given testimony on the historical aspect of the Comprehensive plan 

and the applicant did testify the historic aspect would have been triggered doing a demolition or changing 



the structure it was not the case with this property they did a renovation, remodel inside only and according 

to the applicant they did not touch the outside except the replacement of windows which was evidentially 

permitted.  On the finding of fact for the proposed use service of public convenience and welfare the 

applicant provided testimony on how their parking plan is going to provide all off street parking for their 

residence they are not going to be burdening the density of the population with cars on the road way. He 

also conceded whatever parking plan is required by the Building Official indicates on the structure he 

would comply to with one hundred percent. 

 

Mr. Harrington seconds the motion, motion fails, 0 ayes, 6 nays unanimous  

 

Mr. Calenda states that the motion to approve application 16-3 has been unanimously denied is there a 

finding of fact is to why the motion failed. 

 

Mr. Harrington with regards to the four elements the applicant has the burden of convincing us of each of 

those elements the mere fact that they have presided some creditable evidence on each of those elements 

does not compel us to make a finding, for example is this compatible with the neighboring land use, from 

the evidence that he heard he is not convinced that adding five units in an already burden neighborhood 

makes it compatible with the neighboring land use. Will it create a nuisance or a hazard in the 

neighborhood?  The applicant has the burden to prove that it will not be a nuisance and he is not convinced 

from the past activities that substantially expanding the use in the property even though it has a substantial 

land area will not create a hazard in the neighborhood.  There is a potential of adding traffic.  Is it 

compatible with the Comprehensive Plan?  We have evidence that the re use of this property into a multi-

family property is compatible with the Comprehensive Plan.  He thinks they don’t have anything to show 

that it is consist with the plan.  We acknowledge the historical character of this area, this has been a single 

or two family house, substantially expanding it to a five family house and substantially expanding a fragile 

piece of property is a use that is not consist with the Comprehensive Plan.   For the same reason the public 

convenience and welfare are not going to be served by the substantial expansion of a very admittedly 

lawful use. 

 

Mr. Ellis would like to amend Mr. Harrington’s finding that adding three more units was not compatible 

with the land use and also the proposal demonstrates some elements of compatibility with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  It does not satisfy the element of the Comprehensive Plan speaking to specifically 

the preservation of structures of historic presents in our town. 

 

Mr. Ellis seconds the findings, motion passes unanimous 

 

2.  Application#16-4;  450 Main Street LLC, owner and applicant; 442 Main St / 31 Child St; plat map 4, 

lots 64, 64A, 65 & 66; request for a Special Use Permit under section 32-55 of the Warren Zoning 

Ordinance to allow indoor storage of non-flammable and non-explosive materials in a VB zoning district. 

 

Applicant asked for a continuance, board accepts continued to next scheduled meeting. 

 

Adjourn: 

Motion by Mr. Harrington seconded by Mr. Ellis; the meeting is adjourned at 10:05 pm Motion is 

unanimous. 

 

Attest: 

 

Maya M. Gamon 

Pro temp  



 
  



 
  



















 


